Introduction
It has long been recognised that effective responses to domestic violence and abuse (DVA) should not solely prioritise the support, protection and empowerment of survivors, but should also strive to hold perpetrators accountable for their abuse and challenge their attitudes, beliefs and behaviour (Pence and Shepard, 1999) . This emphasis has been reinforced by recent national policies such as the Call to End Violence Against Women and Girls (Home Office, 2011) in the United Kingdom (UK) and on a European level via the Istanbul Convention, Article 16 (Council of Europe, 2011), which was implemented from August 2014 and has to date been ratified by 18 states (Council of 1 .
In the UK context this approach applies equally, in principle, to DVA in lesbian, gay, bisexual and/or transgender (LGB and/or T) 2 In parallel with these developments, domestic violence policy and legislation have also recognised DVA in LGB and/or T relationships. In England and Wales, the Home Office definition of domestic violence identifies that it cuts across gender and sexuality (Home Office, 2013) . The Domestic Violence, Crime and Victims Act 2004 clarified that civil 315 remedies such as non-molestation orders are available to survivors in both same sex and heterosexual relationships. In addition, the Home Office funds Broken Rainbow (2015) , the only national voluntary organisation which specialises in providing UK wide support and advice regarding LGB and/or T DVA. In various parts of the UK specialist LGB and/or T DVA services exist and mainstream statutory and voluntary agencies have made progress in developing inclusive and appropriate responses to LGB and/or T survivors. To date, however,
LGB and/or T perpetrators have been largely invisible within these, or other developments.
This chapter reports on the findings from the Coral Project, a UK study 3 which has produced the largest body of research evidence to date on the use of abusive behaviours in
LGB and/or T relationships and practitioners' perspectives on effective responses to LGB and/or T perpetrators (Donovan, Barnes and Nixon, 2014) . Whilst original in its focus, this interventions for LGB and/or T perpetrators, whilst acknowledging also that there is a need more generally for an integrated response to LGB and/or T DVA which requires input from a wider range of practice settings, such as counselling and youth work.
The growing evidence base about LGB and/or T domestic violence and abuse
Whilst a growing body of research about DVA in lesbian and gay and to a much lesser extent, bisexual and/or trans relationships exists, it is important to acknowledge considerable reticence historically, amongst feminists and LGB and/or T scholars and activists alike to acknowledge LGB and/or T DVA. This continues to persist in some quarters and has stemmed from fears about taking attention away from men's violence towards women and destabilising the feminist, gender based analysis of DVA and/or fuelling homo/bi/transphobia and reinforcing the pathologisation of LGB and/or T relationships (Ristock, 2002; Barnes, 2011; Donovan and Hester, 2014) .
Nevertheless, research on DVA in LGB and/or T relationships has been emerging from the United States of America (USA) since the 1980s, initially through small-scale, psychological studies predominantly focussing on lesbian relationships. These early studies typically reported very high rates of DVA in lesbian relationships, yet provided little contextualisation to understand how the violence and abuse operated, whilst relying, by necessity, on self-selected non-random samples (for example Brand and Kidd, 1986; Lie and Gentlewarrier, 1991) . Research on DVA in gay men's relationships developed slightly later, and has remained less extensive. However, similar to research on lesbian DVA, most studies on DVA and gay males have been conducted from a psychological perspective and have reported high prevalence figures across a variety of types of abuse, with high rates also of bidirectional, or mutual abuse (for example Merrill and Wolfe, 2000; Bartholomew, Rehan, white and Oram, 2008) . As with small scale descriptive studies of DVA in lesbian relationships, a lack of qualitative contextualisation has inhibited an in-depth understanding 317 of how violence and abuse are used and experienced in gay male relationships (see Martin,
Chapter 8, this volume).
More comprehensive research into lesbians' experiences of DVA followed in the form of Renzetti's (1992) USA mixed-methods study (n=100) and Ristock's (2002) Canadian qualitative study of 102 lesbians who were predominantly survivors of lesbian partner abuse and 77 feminist practitioners involved in delivering DVA services. In addition to documenting extensive physical, psychological, emotional, financial and sexual abuse, both studies identify how sexuality and disclosure can be used to control and manipulate survivors, including threats to 'out' women to their families and employers (Renzetti, 1992; Ristock, 2002 ). Ristock's study was the first comprehensive study to adopt a more sociological approach, identifying various contextual factors which either increase women's vulnerability to experiencing DVA or accentuate the barriers to help seeking, these include: first relationships; the closet (disclosure); homophobia; racism and poverty; immigration and dislocation; previous abuse and substance misuse (Ristock, 2002) . To date there does not appear to have been a comparable in-depth qualitative study of DVA in male same sex relationships.
Research on LGB and/or T DVA has been slower to develop in the UK but the authors' own previous research has made important contributions here. The first comprehensive national UK study was Donovan, Hester, Holmes and McCarry's (2006) comparative study of love and violence in same sex and heterosexual relationships (Donovan et al., 2006; Donovan and Hester, 2014) . In their national LGB and/or T community survey (n=746), 38 per cent of participants reported having experienced domestic abuse in a nonheterosexual, same sex relationship and a considerably larger percentage reported ever having experienced one or more incidents of physical, emotional, financial and/or sexually abusive behaviours. Donovan and Hester coined the concept of the 'public story' of DVA (Donovan 318 and Hester, 2011, 2014) to draw attention to the implicit heteronormative assumptions about DVA, that assume that it concerns a bigger, stronger male perpetrator being physically violent towards a smaller, weaker female victim. Whilst this reflects the majority of DVA cases which are reported to the police and DVA agencies, it poses barriers to the recognition, by both survivors and practitioners, of forms of DVA which fall outside of this narrow story.
This includes survivors of DVA in LGB and/or T relationships. Moreover, the public story can steer practitioners towards viewing LGB and/or T DVA through a particular lens, risking incorrect assumptions that the most 'masculine' partner in physique, appearance or demeanour will always be the abuser (Donovan and Hester, 2014 responses, some survivors reported that they were not offered a service, or their experiences were minimised or they felt stigmatised because of their sexuality (Barnes, 2007 (Barnes, , 2008 Donovan and Hester, 2011, 2014 LGB and/or T DVA often suggest that DVA is more prevalent in LGB and/or T relationships than in heterosexual relationships. However, the studies cited above cannot be regarded as true prevalence studies because of their sampling methods and in many cases, small sample sizes. Hence using such studies to assess the comparative prevalence of DVA in LGB and/or T and heterosexual relationships yields inaccurate and potentially misleading claims (see Donovan and Hester, 2014) . In spite of these measurement issues, it is clear that LGB and/or T DVA exists and that research into its nature, correlates and impacts is growing, with strong evidence to show that its survivors are often invisible and not well served.
What is lacking, however, is in-depth academic evidence about the perpetrators of DVA in LGB and/or T relationships, such as their attitudes, motives and help seeking experiences and needs. There are exceptions and some small-scale USA psychological studies have examined the personality characteristics of clinical samples of abusive lesbians (for example, Poorman and Seelau, 2001; Coleman, 2002) . More recently, predominantly in North America, psychological research has explored the correlation between minority stress experienced by LGB and/or T individuals as a result of their marginalised sexualities and/or gender identities and DVA victimisation and perpetration (for example, Balsam and Szymanski, 2005; Mendoza, 2011) . However, whilst correlations have been reported, it remains unclear as to why some who experience minority stress become victims of DVA, whilst others become perpetrators and others become neither (Donovan and Hester, 2014; Donovan, 2015) . A qualitative study of the life stories of 12 lesbians in the USA who have been abusive towards female partners and/or others argues that an intersectional approach is needed which takes into account multiple factors such as family history, ethnicity, class, experiences of coming out and substance misuse (Smith, 2011) , thus developing a more holistic understanding of how and why abusive behaviours are enacted. Before outlining how the Coral Project sought to address this knowledge gap, the current provision of interventions for DVA perpetrators in the UK is outlined.
Current provision for perpetrators of domestic violence and abuse
Hilder and Freeman provide a fuller overview of the nature of current provisions available for perpetrators of DVA in the UK in Chapter 12 of this volume. In the UK, perpetrator provision remains a postcode lottery, with whole counties being without a voluntary perpetrator programme and capacity is often very limited. These gaps can be attributed not only to insufficient funding, but also to historical concerns about the risk of diverting funds from survivors to male perpetrators and scepticism regarding whether perpetrator programmes work (Phillips, Kelly and Westmarland, 2013) . However, as will be discussed later, a small minority do advertise or provide on request a service for female perpetrators, or LGB and/or T perpetrators, usually in the form of ad hoc one-to-one work, rather than group programmes. What becomes evident, then, is a clear lack of opportunities for LGB and/or T perpetrators to address their attitudes and behaviour and in turn the harm which they are causing, or pose, to current, former or future partners and their children. The Coral Project sought to gather evidence to examine how this gap might be addressed.
The Coral Project
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The Coral Project is the first UK study to focus specifically on researching the perpetration of DVA in LGB and/or T relationships. The two key questions which it sought to answer were:
1. What are the similarities and differences in understandings of relationship expectations and dynamics and the use of abusive behaviours across gender and sexuality?
2. How can the accounts from abusive and/or violent partners in LGB and/or T relationships be used, in conjunction with what is known about interventions for heterosexual male perpetrators, to develop interventions to address their behaviour?
In addition to seeking to answer these questions and develop a set of good practice recommendations for practitioners, another fundamental aim was to design, test and evaluate a methodology for researching LGB and/or T perpetrators of DVA. The conventional channels for conducting perpetrator research such as accessing clinical samples via existing voluntary male perpetrator programmes, or accessing convicted perpetrators via prisons or probation, were not available due to the absence or invisibility of LGB and/or T perpetrators in these settings, barring a few isolated cases. Therefore, a more creative, methodologically innovative strategy for locating and studying a sample of LGB and/or T people who have behaved abusively in their relationships was required.
The approach taken, after consultation with the Coral Project's steering group, was to first conduct a national LGB and/or T community survey. Adopting and adapting the COHSAR 4 approach (Donovan and Hester, 2014 ) the survey was titled, 'What do you do when things go wrong in your same sex, bisexual and/or trans relationships?' and asked participants to self-report, from a checklist of potentially abusive physical, emotional, sexual and financial behaviours, which, if any, they had experienced or used either in their current or last relationship, or ever in any previous relationship. Participants were also asked about their relationship expectations, decision-making, conflict resolutions and help seeking. An online survey was disseminated across the UK, supported by steering group members, to over one hundred LGB and/or T and DVA organisations and across social media. Over nine hundred responses were received, with 872 usable responses. The survey included a pre-tested 'readiness for change' indicator (Rollnick, Heather, Gold and Hall, 1992) , to facilitate the second phase of the research, which involved semi-structured, in-depth interviews with participants whose survey responses indicated a previous use of abusive behaviours in an
LGB and/or T relationship. The follow up interviews sought more detailed accounts of relationship histories, relationship values, expectations and perceptions, motives for using 'abusive' behaviours and help seeking experiences and needs. The purposive selection of interview participants required careful considerations of safety: based on the information available, participants were selected who were no longer in an abusive relationship, who demonstrated some reflection on their behaviour and either referred to having taken steps to change their behaviour, or recognised the need for this. A total of 36 face-to-face interviews were conducted across the UK, each lasting approximately two hours and being audiorecorded and transcribed.
In the practitioner phase of the study, semi-structured interviews were conducted with 23 practitioners involved in the design and/or delivery of either voluntary or criminal justice perpetrator interventions. Access to criminal justice practitioners first necessitated approval from the National Offender Management Service (NOMS). Interviews were conducted faceto-face and lasted 60-90 minutes. Questions focussed on: the interventions that practitioners currently delivered; whether there was any current provision for LGB and/or T perpetrators;
perceptions of the kind(s) of intervention LGB and/or T perpetrators might need and the barriers to developing this work. The findings of these interviews are discussed later in this chapter. Subsequently, eight focus groups were conducted with 53 practitioners from various practice settings including youth work, sex and relationships education (SRE), DVA services and individual and relationship counselling. The focus groups set out to elicit participants' feedback on some of the preliminary findings from the research using a pack of survey data and case studies. This aimed to stimulate an exploration as to whether the results differed from work that participants may be more familiar with involving heterosexual individuals and relationships. Probes were made to investigate the possible implications of these findings for their own understandings, practice and the role that their sector could play in recognising and responding to DVA in LGB and/or T relationships. This latter phase of the research marked a shift from the original intention to conduct focus groups with providers of perpetrator programmes. This reflected the emergent findings which highlighted the potential for multiple practice settings to offer 'relationship services', contributing to more integrated responses to LGB and/or T DVA. This is returned to briefly in this chapter's conclusion. The findings from the national survey are presented here first to establish the need to develop interventions which meet the needs of LGB and/or T perpetrators of DVA.
Evidencing the need for LGB and/or T perpetrator interventions: survey findings
The existence of LGB and/or T perpetrators and the need for appropriate interventions for them can be inferred from previous research which documents the existence of LGB and/or T survivors of DVA. Until now, however, there has been a lack of first hand data concerning people who have used abusive behaviours in LGB and/or T relationships. One caveat, before presenting the survey data, is to explain the Coral Project's cautious use of the terms 'perpetrator' and 'abusive', respectively. The survey was a general community study and did not exclusively elicit data from perpetrators and is not, therefore, a survey of perpetrator views. Moreover, participants were asked to report behaviours that they had used or experienced, but not all of those who self-reported behaviours are perpetrators or survivors, respectively. Johnson's typology of relationship violence shows how violence can be used in a multitude of ways in relationships: to control or punish; in self-defence; in retaliation; as situational couple violence, where violence may result from an escalation of conflict, but where the use of violence is aberrant and does not create a climate of control or fear in that relationship (Johnson, 2006) . Self-report surveys of DVA, including the one reported on here, are usually too blunt an instrument to disentangle the different contexts for 'abusive' behaviours (Johnson, 2006; Donovan and Hester, 2014) . However in the follow up interviews, participants overwhelmingly described relationships where they were using 'abusive' behaviours in self-defence, retaliation, isolated cases of situational couple violence and in relationships which were volatile for other reasons or ending .
Thus, whilst the survey data indicates that some respondents were likely to be primary perpetrators of coercive control and DVA, those participants either did not volunteer to take part in the follow-up interviews or may have been filtered out for safety reasons. A challenge for researchers and practitioners alike is to foreground context and adopt a more nuanced approach to conceptualising and assessing the use of potentially 'abusive' behaviours in a particular relationship dynamic (see .
These caveats contextualise what might otherwise appear to be a disproportionately high level of DVA perpetration in LGB and/or T relationships. When combining physical, emotional, sexual and financial behaviours, 57 per cent of the survey sample (based on n=791 who answered the question) reported having used at least one of the 69 listed behaviours in the last 12 months of their current or last relationship. 11 per cent reported having used six or more behaviours in the same period, while four per cent reported having used ten or more behaviours, which is more likely to be indicative of either someone who is a primary perpetrator of DVA or, perhaps conversely, a survivor using multiple tactics of self-defence.
The most commonly reported behaviour was the withdrawal of affection, reported by 27 per cent of the sample and a good example of the difficulties of basing any interpretations 325 in survey data alone. Affection and intimacy might be withdrawn as a punishment for not being a 'good partner', intended to manipulate, control and/or denigrate a partner.
Alternatively, affection might be withdrawn by someone who is experiencing DVA and feels fearful or mistrusting of, or betrayed by, their abusive partner. Further still, withdrawal of affection is common when a relationship is coming to an end and one or both partners have disinvested from the relationship, or no longer desire intimacy or sex with their partner. Other behaviours which were amongst the most common were less ambiguous: 12 per cent reported regularly insulting or putting their partner down; 12 per cent slapped or pushed their partner and 7 per cent required their partner to account for all their expenditure. For a general, albeit self-selected, LGB and/or T population survey rather than a study of a clinical sample, these figures and participants' willingness to disclose these behaviours are significant.
Additionally, considerable numbers of survey participants indicated that they had issues with: trusting others (n=204); anger (n=118); needing to be in control (n=109) and Kelly and Westmarland, 2015) , unpicking ideas of male privilege and traditional but oppressive beliefs about masculinity and gendered relationship roles. Participants' first-hand experience of working with LGB and/or T perpetrators was most often restricted to one or two cases, with some reporting no direct experience. Regardless of this, all were eager to develop this work in order to be able to work safely and effectively with LGB and/or T perpetrators and to offer an equal service. However, as a self-selecting sample who were likely to be motivated by an interest in this area of work, it may not be possible to generalise their eagerness to all perpetrator practitioners. Despite willingness to develop this work, the interviews highlighted numerous complexities and dilemmas regarding how to proceed with this, as well as some examples of innovative practice. Debates centred on: programme philosophy and content; evidence and expertise; organisation and facilitation and demand and viability. Each of which is now addressed in turn.
Practitioners' perspectives on developing LGBT perpetrator interventions
Programme philosophy and content
A key question discussed in the interviews concerned the transferability of existing perpetrator interventions designed for heterosexual men to LGB and/or T perpetrators of DVA. Many of the cognitive-behavioural elements of existing programmes, including techniques such as 'time outs' and communication skills training, were considered unanimously to be valuable across gender and sexuality. However, practitioners were more divided regarding whether a programme rooted in a feminist, gendered analysis of DVA would be appropriate and also whether new content specific to LGB and/or T perpetrators would be required. Responses to this question of transferability stretched along a continuum 327 and were influenced by practitioners' perceptions of whether LGB and/or T relationships and DVA were different from, or the same as, heterosexual relationships (this debate has been covered in greater detail in Donovan and Barnes, 2015, under review) . At one end, some participants considered that behaving abusively and seeking power and control were generic human issues irrespective of gender and sexuality. As a result, bar some tweaking of case studies to include same sex relationships, it was thought that existing interventions could be used almost 'off the shelf' with LGB and/or T perpetrators. At the other end of the continuum were practitioners who considered that a heavily gendered approach to working with heterosexual men may not be transferable to LGB and/or T perpetrators because gender operates differently in LGB and/or T relationships. For some practitioners, there were tensions between being strong advocates of a gendered approach and understanding all DVA as being rooted in power and control, but not being able to operationalise these principles without reference to heterosexual masculinity and femininity. Moreover, a minority of practitioners, including one who self-defined as a lesbian, anticipated that same sex couples might organise their relationships in conventionally (heterosexually) gendered ways. The pervasiveness of both heteronormativity and relatedly, the public story of DVA, can therefore obscure more nuanced understandings of how gender and power might operate in LGB and/or T relationships. In the middle of the continuum were those who felt that elements of existing interventions were valuable, but would need to be supplemented with LGB and/or T specific content regarding experiences of living as a part of a minority and the effects of homo/bi/transphobia.
Evidence and expertise
Participants were extremely thoughtful but tentative in their attempts to grapple with the prospect of providing an intervention for a poorly served group, reflecting the uncharted territory of LGB and/or T perpetrator work. This was particularly problematic for three of the However, the lack of any specific evidence and expertise with LGB and/or T DVA was not considered by most practitioners to be insurmountable. Some practitioners indicated that the urgency to develop a response to LGB and/or T perpetrators meant that it was not feasible to wait for evidence to amass or for another agency to lead the way. Instead, an experimental approach was required to develop best practice from the bottom up. This is echoed in the Coral Project's recommendation that a pilot LGB and/or T DVA perpetrator intervention be designed, implemented and evaluated . For example, Ben explained why his Probation Trust had adapted a one-to-one module for DVA perpetrators for use with LGB and/or T perpetrators:
for some time that the [name] programme wasn't so far away from being useful and relevant for people in same sex relationships and I argued that…we should expand or adapt it to look at how it could be more relevant. At the same time
[an LGB and/or T DVA project] was saying, 'Why aren't you offering [an] intervention as well?' and so I suppose from both sides, we're saying there ought to be an intervention and…[we] managed to…get the backing from head office so it had the Probation Trust devoting resources to setting this up.' (Ben, criminal justice, probation)
To address knowledge gaps and concerns about being inclusive and sensitive, a few other practitioners reported that their agency, or they as individual practitioners were working in partnership with specialist local LGB and/or T agencies to boost referrals, promote a specific service or receive guidance on inclusive language and resources. Whilst the emphasis here is on how practitioners working on perpetrator interventions can benefit from the input of LGB and/or T specialist agencies, the opportunities for skill-sharing and service improvement are reciprocal.
LGB and/or T agencies are often presumed to have the expertise to deal with all issues that LGB and/or T people encounter, yet they rarely have specialist DVA expertise, or sufficient resources, to be able to work safely and effectively with either survivors or perpetrators.
Organisation and facilitation
Discussion of the practicalities of running interventions for LGB and/or T perpetrators raised various conundrums. The first key debate concerned whether GB and/or T men could be integrated into existing groups of heterosexual men. Most practitioners felt that this would not be appropriate and that there was a need for tailored resources and contents. Concerns were raised that GB and/or T men may feel unsafe and reluctant to make disclosures in a group with heterosexual men would therefore be unable to benefit from group work dynamics. Sarah explained:
'I think one of the really big benefits of group work is that you learn off other group Practitioners who considered that a mixed group of heterosexual, GB and/or T men could work were in the minority. They included those who suggested that it might be possible if the existing group of men were willing for this to happen. Others felt that the ideal would be to eliminate any divisions around sexuality and/or gender in group work, albeit recognising that this might not yet be feasible. Some also acknowledged that men participating on existing programmes who are ostensibly heterosexual and have female partners may be bisexual and/or having sex with men and either have not disclosed this to anyone, or have not been asked about their sexuality. Three practitioners described situations where they had consciously included gay or trans men in a heterosexual men's group but had then undertaken separate one-to-one work with that man to explore issues specific to sexuality and gender identity that could not be disclosed in the group. In these instances other programme participants were not aware of the men's sexuality or trans identity. Yet, there are concerns regarding whether this option can therefore only be open to those men who can 'pass' as a heterosexual, cisgendered male. Such selection criterion would be difficult and discriminatory to impose. There are also likely harms and implications for programme effectiveness if group members have to conceal and cannot properly explore, a central feature of their identity and relationship(s).
Since for most practitioners, mixed arrangements such as those mooted above were considered unworkable, the discussion then turned to the practicalities of running a bespoke
LGB and/or T intervention. The key debates here were: whether there should be separate provision by gender or sexuality; whether it should follow the widely established model for heterosexual men's programmes of co-facilitation by a male and a female facilitator and 331 whether the sexuality of the facilitators would be relevant. Responses were mixed and in many cases inseparable from resourcing considerations which are revisited later.
The question as to whether LGB and/or T perpetrators could participate in one combined group or would need to be split by sexuality and/or gender identity was not an issue that typically participants had considered in any depth before. This was due, in part, to the fact that in heterosexual DVA work, integrating men and women in a group work programme would be unthinkable. Practitioners most commonly suggested that some stratification would be required, with the most logical choice being to have separate male and female groups. However, some started to doubt the adequacy of this level of stratification once they started to consider further ambiguities. For example they considered how being bisexual might differ from being a gay man or a lesbian and whether trans perpetrators would need a trans-specific group, or could participate alongside lesbian and bisexual women or gay and bisexual men.
Perceptions of the necessity of co-gendered facilitation of an LGB and/or T intervention were also mixed. Some who considered that this was not important also questioned its value and feasibility within heterosexual men's programmes, especially given some of the challenges of finding male facilitators. There were different views about the purpose that opposite gender co-facilitation served. Whilst some practitioners indicated that the rationale behind this was a modelling of respectful male, female relationships and female leadership, some participants felt that a respectful relationship being modelled between two men or two women could be equally valuable, even for groups of heterosexual men.
However, others questioned whether there would be any value to, for example, having a male co-facilitator for a lesbian group programme. The question of whether the facilitators' gender would matter was also often linked to perspectives of the relevance of the facilitators' sexuality. Here, again, views were mixed. On the one hand, there were practitioners who thought that being a skilled facilitator was the priority and that facilitators would not usually disclose their sexuality in heterosexual men's groups. Others described being more open about their own relationships. Conversely, some practitioners thought that the particular barriers to LGB and/or T individuals accessing services meant that it would be valuable to have LGB and/or T facilitators in order to build trust and rapport. Lucy, interestingly took a middle ground position, arguing that LGB and/or T staff would be important when starting up a programme, but that the need for this might lessen over time:
'I think to start with it would also have to probably have, have a higher proportion of
LGB or T um workers, as the frontline workers, even if, I don't think it makes a 
Demand and viability
Whilst participants were keen for their organisation to offer appropriate interventions for LGB and/or T perpetrators, their perceptions of whether this work could be developed were tempered by concerns regarding viability. For both voluntary and criminal justice programmes, the principal concerns were funding and the lack of LGB and/or T referrals. The issue of LGB and/or T perpetrators very rarely and in some cases never approaching their agency was one that practitioners identified as problematic both for the initial justification for resourcing the design and delivery of a new intervention and for the format that any potential intervention could take. In turn, there were doubts about the viability of group programmes, 
Conclusion
Developing inclusive, appropriate and effective responses to LGB and/or T perpetrators of DVA is vital as a matter of equality, to hold perpetrators accountable and to pursue the safety of previous, current and potential victims/survivors of DVA within LGB and/or T relationships. Having established that there is demand for, yet a lack of provision for
LGB and/or T perpetrators, this chapter has focussed on responding to LGB and/or T perpetrators though attitudinal and behaviour change programmes. The interview data analysed shows how practitioners already working on, or alongside these programmes perceive the opportunities for and barriers to, developing LGB and/or T perpetrator interventions. What is notable and encouraging is the high level of motivation to implement
LGB and/or T DVA work. However, it is clear that whilst the energy and dedication of practitioners who have developed their own expertise in this field is crucial in building further momentum, there also needs to be an organisational steer and investment to enable this to happen. The interviews with practitioners highlight the complexities surrounding the development of this practice, theoretically and practically. In some respects, more questions are posed than answers found. Indeed, until LGB and/or T interventions are designed, tested and evaluated, there will continue to be many grey areas regarding what 'best practice' for
LGB and/or T perpetrator interventions looks like. Practitioners' eagerness to see this work develop was, however, tinged with a recognition that under the current climate of austerity and the outsourcing of probation work, including DVA interventions, certain challenges are apparent. Given the juxtaposition between the very low (visible) demand for LGB and/or T interventions and the much greater demand for expansion of provision for heterosexual male perpetrators, the development and resourcing of more specialised interventions is difficult to justify. It is hoped that the Coral Project's findings, as well as organisations' recognition of their responsibilities to provide equally accessible services, will help to maintain the impetus for the important work which some practitioners have already undertaken.
However, whilst behaviour change programmes have been the main focus of this chapter, it is also proposed that relying on perpetrator services alone to respond to LGB and/or T perpetrators is too limited. As urgently as this work needs to develop, the reality is that the numbers of LGB and/or T perpetrators that will voluntarily approach, or be mandated to, a specific perpetrator intervention, will for the foreseeable future only represent the tip of the iceberg. Consequently, there is both the opportunity and the need for a much wider range of practice settings, including youth work, SRE and counselling, to contribute to an integrated response to LGB and/or T DVA. Practitioners who do not work explicitly with LGB and/or T perpetrators but who may encounter them through their work require training and support which enables them to become skilled in recognising and responding to LGB and/or T DVA . As the survey findings infer, many of those individuals who use potentially 'abusive' behaviours, who want to have better relationships and who recognise a need to change their behaviour, are not at the threshold for a perpetrator intervention.
Therefore, whilst inclusive, high quality and effective LGB and/or T perpetrator interventions should be developed for those who require them, good practice needs to develop across multiple sectors to work with a wider range of LGB and/or T service individuals in order to 336 reduce the risk of potentially 'abusive' and controlling behaviours escalating and enable them to develop relationships 'skills' that are positive for themselves and their partners.
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